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Where can poor mortals rest in peace
Whene'er their earthly labours cease,
Now that Eutychides pervades
With song and lyre the very shades ?

Here is another (Anth. Pal. ix. 269:
Mackail, p. 219) :

Two sailors, when the vessel sank,
Clung to one plank their lives to save.

Tom foully struck Jack off the plank,
And doomed him to a watery grave.

Avenging Justice eyed the strife,
And punished quick. The sequel mark.

Jack swam ashore and saved his life,
Whilst Tom was swallowed by a shark.

This is from Anth. Pal. ix. 161 (Mackail,
p. 92) :

As over Hesiod's page I pore,
Comes tripping in my lovely Katie.

I fling the book upon the floor
And cry ' Old Hesiod, how I hate ye !'

In trifles like these great nicety is not
required: they are the better for seeming
impromptu.

J. Gow.

MARX'S LUGILIUS (SECOND NOTICE).

G. Ludlii Garminum Reliquiae. Recensuit,
enarravit FBIDERICUS MARX. Volumen
posterius: Commentarius. Leipzig:
Teubner, 1905. Pp. xxii + 437. M. 14.

IN reviewing the first volume of this edition
(C.R. xix, 271), and in particular the
Prolegomena with their biography of Lucilius
and history of his Satires, I said that Prof.
Marx had won for himself the title of
sospitator Lucilii. To this second volume,
with its full discussion of each difficulty in
the text, its wealth of illustration, its
convincing arguments, I would apply the
Lucilian line (v. 739) :

sospitat, salute inpertit plurima et plenissima.

To appreciate how much has been done for the
Satires, we have only to compare the meagre
notes in the previous Teubner edition (by
Lucian Mueller, Leipzig, 1872) with the
rich stores provided in this second volume.

So large an undertaking must of necessity
lay itself open to criticism here and there;
but, although I am glad to have the
opportunity of pointing out some details in
which I venture to differ from the editor, I
hope that no remark of mine will obscure my
feeling of admiration for this really
magnificent work.

I t has been a work of many years, and
was ready for the press as far back as 1902.
Here, no doubt, is the explanation why
Marx has not made full use of the late Mr.
Onions' collation of the Nonius MSS., which
forms the foundation of the recent Teubner
edition of the Compendiosa Doctrina. Since
the great majority of Lucilius fragments come
from this Dictionary of Nonius, this is, in

my opinion, a real defect; although it is
true that the MSS. of Leyden (L) and
Wolfenbuettel (G), to which Marx confines
himself, provide a fairly satisfactory
apparatus criticus. In the note on v. 480
the remark on the ' codicis Leidensis
praestantia' sounds strangely, now that we
know that other two families of MSS.
offer the same reading, versi (for versib.,
i.e. versibus) ficta. And the utility
of what Marx calls the ' codices deteriores'
is clear, for example, in v. 872,
where they alone preserve the true num-
ber, xxix. In v. 745 too, I prefer their
xxix (cf. G) to the xxviii of L. In the note
on v. 1005, there is no mention of the
reading of the Geneva MS. cantustotidum,
which seems to give the key to the emenda-
tion of the line; for Nonius' lemma is :
Induci est aliquibus fallaciis decipi :

quid quaerimus acre (-ri)
inductum cantu stolidum ?

Marx accepts the reading of G, inductum
cantu custoditum, which looks like a
mediaeval corrector's ' doctoring' of L's
cantustoditum. Similarly at v. 385 the
consensus of the Geneva and Leyden MSS.
proves that what stood in the archetype was
merely lib. (i.e. liber). The liber X of G is
therefore a wilful alteration, so that the
fragment belongs, not to Lucilius, but to
Pacuvius. Since it is not cited by Nonius
from his own copy of Pacuvius, but from a
marginal scholium in his copy of Turpilius,
its somewhat awkward metre may be due to
misquotation. A collation of the Geneva
MS,, so useful in Book IV of the Compendiosa
Doctrina, was published by Meylan in 1886.
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But Marx seems to have made up his mind
at an early period of his studies of Lucilius
that L and G were the only MSS. worthy of
notice, and to have allowed himself to be
influenced by no counter-arguments. Prom
his remarks in the Preface to this second
volume I gather that he still adheres to this
opinion. And yet, how can he safely ignore
in his treatment of v. 1038 the marginal ade-
quites (for al. equites 1) of the Geneva codex ?

What surprises me most is his disregard
for Onions' convincing proof that the Harleian
MS. in Books I—III is a direct copy of the
Laurentian (F). I t is amazing to find in
the note on v. 752 a reference to the ' codex
Harleianus,' without a hint that this
codex is, in this part, a mere transcript of
which the actual original is extant. Surely
Marx must stand alone in his scepticism. I
can assure him that, if he will take the
trouble of procuring photographs of any
couple of pages in the two MSS., his doubts
will be removed. He is not alone in his
doubts of the value of the F3 readings. But
I would ask him and those who share his
distrust to read the article on this subject in
vol. x (p. 16) of this journal. An emenda-
tion like multinummus for multum nummus
in Varro's line (ap. Non. 216, 9) :

nee multinummus piscis ex salo captus,

or miserinus for miserrimus in a line of
Lucilius (v. 733), is not the kind of emenda-
tion that a mediaeval scribe or corrector
would be likely to make on his own initiative.

I am sorry to find that I have failed to
convince him by my arguments (C.R. xix,
272; Deutsche Litteraturzeitung 1904, p.
3088) against his theory of Nonius' method
of excerpting Nonius. He reiterates it in
the preface to this second volume. This
volume contains a new contribution to the
question, a most interesting collection of
Lucilius quotations, which have been taken
by Nonius, not from his own copy of the
Satires, but from the writings of grammarians
or commentators. But the collection is not
complete; for Marx's suggestion that no
Lucilius citations from Sat. i-xxi with the
reference ' Lucilius Sat. lib.' come from
grammarians cannot stand. Indeed he seems
to make this concession in the Prolegomena
to vol. i (p. lxxxv), but has changed his
mind in vol. I I after noticing that a Lucilius
quotation (v. 519), which Nonius may have
taken from Gellius (N.A. IV i. 3) is ascribed
in our MSS. of Gellius to 'Lucilius in
Satyrarum xvi' (sic) and in our MSS. of
Nonius to ' Lucilius lib. xvii' (sic). Prom
this he draws the sweeping deduction:

itaque Nonii operae in talibus excerptis 1
genetivum omittebant. \

Another point in which I find myself
at disagreement with him is the estimate ,
of the two classes of Lucilius citations in
Nonius, (1) those taken from Nonius' own
copy of the Satires, (2) those found by Nonius
in grammatical works or marginal scholia. In
previous article (O.B. xvi, 48) I argued that
the former were more likely to be accurate
than the latter. Marx holds the contrary
view. Another warning in the same article
(p. 50 n.) has also gone unheeded; for he
supposes the word foret to have been dis-
carded by Nonius in the citation of v. 911 :

ut, si id, quod concupisset, non aptus
< foret > .

But why should Nonius discard an ending
necessary to the sense of the sentence?
The probability is that the line ended in
some other way and that Nonius did not
care to make the quotation lengthy enough
to include the finite verb, which may have
stood in the following line. And what
likelihood is there that Nonius would
include in his citations of w . 236, 1086
an et which stood at the end of the preced-
ing line ? That is not Nonius' fashion.

This edition makes a decided advance in
our knowledge of Lucilius' Metre and
Prosody. Havet's theory that anapaestic
lines occur in the fragments must be aban-
doned, now that the metres used in each
book of the Satires are definitely established.
As regards Prosody, an interesting field
of enquiry is opened up, the relation of
Lucilius' scansions to those of the Comedians,
especially of Terence. We cannot but con-
nect the fwisti, maluisti, ebdem, cuius
(monosyll.) of Lucilius with the Comedians'
Prosody; but that some line of demarcation
must be drawn is obvious. Where are we
to draw it ? Marx seems inclined to restrict
the licences of Dramatic Poetry to Lucilius'
Iambic and Trochaic lines, although he
sanctions the four just quoted in Hexameters
too. So he disallows in Dactylic Metre
sitUst (so strongly attested by the MSS. of
Martial, who quotes the line) in v. 580,
abSst in v. 377. On the other hand he
seems to think that a single parallel (or
supposed parallel) in Plautus or Terence is <
enough ?to justify a prosodic licence in the
Dramatic Metres of Lucilius (e.g. misSrrimus '
in a Trochaic Septenarius, v. 733). I doubt i
several of the scansions,1 above all i' for is, 1
e.g. w . 474, 191 :

1 His ttronio (v. 802) from tirongus (like ultroneus)
is probably a mere case of forgetfulness.
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Luciu', narce, saeva i' febris, senium, vomi-
tum, pus.

Sed nunc sol i' mihi in magno maerore
<datorque>.

Skutsch's brilliant demonstration of the
suppression of final 8 in ille, unde, inde,
nempe, etc., before an initial consonant in
Dramatic Verse has not prevailed with
Marx, who adheres to the scansion ille
(p. 258). Nor will he accept the express
testimony of Consentius that Lucilius on
one occasion scanned ore cdrrupto (v. 1242).
Of Cicero's affirmation of Hiatus in Early
Latin Poetry he is equally sceptical (p. 8).

His formula for dealing with the traditional
text is enunciated on p. 1 : in interpretatione
earn legem sumus secuti, ut verba salva et
sana esse statueremus, si numeri versuum
erant salvi. This seems ultra-conservative ;
for it would force us to follow the MSS.
(i.e. one mediaeval archetype) of Nonius
(402, 13) in this version of Lucretius ii. 2:

Et terrae magnum alterius spectare laborem.

Formulas like these are good servants, but
bad masters. Still the great and wonderful
improvement which Marx has effected in the
text of Lucilius is all in the same direction,
of adherence to the traditional reading.
His edition of Lucilius, like Vahlen's of
Ennius, brings home to us once more the
lesson which we are all so ready to forget,
that the besetting sin of editors is over-
contempt, not over-respect, for tradition.
Take the notes on w . 221, 794, 840 for a
specimen of his felicitous conservatism.

No doubt, a certain amount of his setting
of the lines will be altered for the better
in the course of time. Prof. Stowasser has
already suggested some emendations that
claim attention. But, on the whole, we
have at last got a text of Lucilius in which
we can feel confidence, and we have a
commentary so full and exhaustive as to
snpply us with abundant reason for the
faith that is in us. Our heartiest thanks
are due to the editor for his great achieve-
ment.

W. M. LINDSAY.

CLARK'S ORATIONS OF CIGEBO.

(1) The Vetus Gluniacensis of Cicero, being
a contribution to the textual criticism of
Cicero pro Sex. Boscio, pro Gluentio, pro
Murena, pro Caelio, and pro Milone. By
ALBERT C. CLARK, M.A., Fellow of
Queen's College, Oxford. With two
facsimiles. Pp. lxix + 57. 4to. Oxford :
at the Clarendon Press, 1905. 8s. Gd.

(2) M. Tulli Ciceronis Orationes pro Sex.
Boscio, de imperio Cn. Pompei, pro
Cluentio, in Catilinam, pro Murena, pro
Caelio, recognovit brevique adnotatione
critica instruxit ALBERTTJS CURTIS CLARK.
Oxonii: e Typographeo Clarendoniano.
Pp. xiv + circa 352. Date of Preface
Sept. 1905. 3s.

(1) MR. CLARK'S contribution to the Anec-
dota Oxoniensia has a two-fold interest, in
connexion primarily with the textual
criticism of the speeches of Cicero, and
secondarily with the history of the revival
of learning. I t has long been known that,
during an excursion in France at the time
of the Council of Constance (1414-8), an

; ancient manuscript of Cicero's speeches was
i discovered by Poggio at Cluni, and that this
\ manuscript included the speeches pro Sexto
\ NO. CLXXIV. VOL. XX.

Boscio and pro Murena. The MS. has long
been lost, but Mr. Clark has identified it
with the one entered in the old catalogue of
Cluni as No. 496, and there described as
including the pro Milone and pro Cluentio,
as well as the pro Murena. He has also
identified a Paris MS. formerly at the
monastery of Saint Victor as a transcript of
the Cluni MS., made before Poggio carried
the original off to Italy, and he has examined
several of the Italian transcripts of the
original as well as the excerpts from it.
The discoverer himself did not remember all
its contents, and was compelled to write to
his friend Niccoli to ask him what it
included besides the speeches pro Cluentio
and Sexto Boscio and Murena, but Mr.
Clark is able to tell us, as the result of a
series of interesting researches, that it also
contained the pro Milone and the pro
Caelio.

The date of Poggio's discovery is mainly
determined by the fact that Leonardo Bruni
describes the discovery as recent in a letter
dated January 2, '1415,' which (as has been
noticed by Sabbadini) is in accordance with
the Florentine style of reckoning, the true
date being 1416. Hence the MS. was


